The past and present of fish faunas within the borders of the USSR are considered. In most regions, natural faunas have become locally impoverished and in many regions new faunas have formed, including both native and introduced species. It seems evident that there can be no single universal strategy of fish fauna protection for the USSR or for other vast administrative areas. Protective measures should be designed for natural regions (big lakes or river basins) within which damaged fish communities could be restored under favourable conditions if some subregions preserved their faunas. Introductions of non-native species can be unavoidable but they should have a solid scientific basis. Thorough faunistic, ecological, and genetical studies of fishes in the USSR are urgently needed.
INTRODUCTION
Ever since it was established, fish protection in the USSR was aimed at contributing to the maximization of commercially valuable fish production. Correspondingly a fish community was considered to consist of valuable species and trash (coarse) species, only the former being worthy of protection.
It is indicative that the main agency responsible for fish protection in the country (Glavrybvod = Chief Administration (1984) and probably there will be more in the next one (PAVLOV et al., 1985) . Most of the Union Republics published their own Red Data Books, and some other documents appeared concerning protection of rare and endangered species of animals in general and fish species in particular.
Although the word 'fauna' is not used in the 'Animal World Conservation Law', it is evident that its main concern is protection of faunas, if we accept a conventional definition of the term: "The animals found in a given region" (MAYR, 1965) . For the particular case, the region is an administrative or political area (the USSR, a Union Republic, etc.). Sometimes 'a fauna' is understood even in a more formal sense as 'a list of animal species living in a given territory'. Such a definition found its place in glossaries (REIMERS & YABLOKOV, 1982) and it seems that just this definition is accepted without comment in a number of documents.
It should be stressed that 'protection of fish faunas' is not the same as 'protection of fishes'. Certainly, 'protection of fish faunas' always implies 'protection of fishes', but not vice versa. When only 'valuable' species are protected in a region, the fauna of the region is not a matter of concern. In accordance with such an attitude, introductions of nonnative species may be recommended if they can be profitable for the local fisheries though such actions result in changes of the fauna. It seems desirable to combine the two approaches (Pm.E, 1980) , but in many situations that turns out to be rather difficult. Some of the difficulties will be discussed below regarding situations within the borders of the USSR.
FISH FAUNA OF THE USSR: PAST AND PRESENT
Confining our consideration to fishes spawning in fresh waters, we can conservatively estimate the number of fish species in the USSR as 300 (BERG, 1949) . This estimate may vary, depending on accepted classi-
